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The 2003 Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) reform and the Single Farm Payment (SFP) scheme are expected to change the allocation of resources on- and off-farm, as payments become independent from production. Effectively as a result of the reform, the management of agricultural land and landscape (without producing any marketable output) is subject to the same level of payment as production activities. This change constitutes an important shift in the policy environment, recognising the role of farmers in maintaining the landscape and providing a payment for this role without a requirement to produce. 
Policy makers have recognised that the way in which farmers adjust to changes in agricultural policy depends partially on the latter group’s attitudes and mindsets (USDA, 2004). However, while agricultural policy has shifted from a production orientation to more decoupled forms of payment, there is little evidence that farmers’ attitudes have also adjusted. For instance, recent analysis by Walford (2003) suggests that farmers are not taking decisions consistent with a less production-oriented environment and have distinctive patterns of adjustment to policy reform. Moreover, while the attitudes of the governments of the Member States to agricultural policy reform have long been scrutinised (Kay, 1998; Kjeldahl and Tracy, 1994; Webber, 1999), comparatively little attention has been focused on the views of farmers themselves, particularly within a cross-national context. This is despite the widespread use of attitudinal based models for predicting behaviour in other fields (Kim and Hunter, 1993; Burton, 2004). Where the attitudes of farmers were previously studied, it has largely been on a regional or single Member State basis, or limited to a particular policy aspect such as organic agriculture.
Against this backdrop, the paper investigates whether a typology of farmers can be discerned depending on their opinions to policy support and farming objectives, and whether different values or opinions can be linked to diverging behavioural intentions to adjust to the 2003 CAP reform. The paper’s objective is to provide a better understanding of farmers’ attitudes and behavioural intentions and consequently generate insights into likely responses to policy change. This study also seeks to investigate whether there are significant differences in farmers’ attitudes to agriculture and policy support amongst the European Union (EU) Member States. It is expected that the attitudes and behaviour of farmers varies significantly between states in the enlarged EU due to the different historical traditions of farming and incidence of support (e.g. differences in the comparatively new and established Member States concerning the prevailing farming systems, the strength of social pressures on the production of food and disparities in the value of the agri-environment). In order to achieve these objectives, the paper analyses comparatively farmers’ attitudes to agricultural production, diversification and policy support in five Member States of the EU (France, Lithuania, Slovakia, Sweden and England).​[1]​ These five states were chosen to provide a mixture of new and established Member States, each with differing farming systems and governmental perspectives on CAP reform. The paper uses Ajzen’s (1991) Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB) as a theoretical basis, and data were collected through primary survey work. 


2. Farmers’ Attitudes and Behavioural Intentions in an Enlarged EU
a) Farmers’ attitudes and decision-making
Attitudes have long been thought of as important determinants of behaviour (Bagozzi, 1981).  However, notwithstanding a few notable exceptions (Bergevoet et al., 2004), there have been few attempts to study the attitudes of farmers or understand their relationship with behavioural intentions (Burton, 2004; Edwards-Jones, 2006). This has been despite the success of such attitude based analysis in predicting specific behaviours in other fields, such as food choice and adoption of ‘environmentally friendly practices’ (Luzar and Diagne, 1999; Saba and Vassallo, 2002).  In fact, remarkably little research has been undertaken on farmers’ attitudes to agricultural policy in general. A Eurobarometer (2000) study of 3,545 European farmers did however include some coverage of policy matters. In this study, 64 per cent of the sample thought that the CAP was unfavourable to them but significant differences between Member States were recorded. In Denmark and Ireland favourable assessments were recorded, while German and British farmers gave a strongly negative appraisal. Dissatisfaction was negatively associated with the size of holding and positively associated with age. While knowledge of the CAP budget was weak, farmers unambiguously thought that the budgets allocated to the CAP were inadequate, with the main beneficiaries of European agricultural policy perceived to be food processors and consumers rather than farmers. The sample of farmers, based in established Member States, overwhelmingly felt that the accession of Central and Eastern European Countries (CEECs) would have negative consequences for their agricultural holdings. However, while the Eurobarometer study provides an interesting picture of farmers’ opinions, it does not link them with behaviour or behavioural intentions.
One attempt to develop an attitudinal based model for understanding farmer behaviour is presented by Willock et al. (1999a; 1999b). It is a transactional model of the interaction between psychological variables (attitudes and objectives) and farming behaviour. This approach drew on Ajzen’s (1991) TPB. According to the TPB model, intentions to undertake specific behaviours are direct functions of both individual and social related variables.  The individual component is based on a person’s attitudes, where an attitude is a disposition to respond favourably or unfavourably to an object, person, institution or event (Kim and Hunter, 1993). Attitudes to a particular behaviour are based on beliefs about outcomes of that behaviour and an evaluation as to whether such outcomes are perceived as good or bad. The socially related component is referred to as subjective norms which are a person’s perceptions of the social pressures acting on him/her to perform or not perform the behaviour in question (Ajzen and Fishbein, 1980). Subjective norms are independent of the person’s own attitude toward the behaviour in question but the influence of subjective norms on a person will depend on the individual’s willingness to comply with the attitudes of others. Empirical studies have identified that the most important sources of subjective norms are close friends and family (Leone et al., 1999). The influence of an individual’s attitudes and subjective norms on behaviour is moderated by an additional variable: perceived behavioural control. The latter reflects the degree of control an individual perceives him/herself to have over the behaviour in question. In Willock et al.’s (1999a) research, data were collected from 245 Scottish farmers and environmentally orientated behaviour was found to be associated to several attitudinal factors (openness to new ideas, status) as well as some structural variables such as size of farm. One of the main conclusions from the analysis is that farmers’ behaviour can only be explained when attitudes are considered. However, whilst establishing the important influence of psychological factors on farming behaviour, Willock et al. (1999a) acknowledge the need to link such models to specific decision domains (such as adoption of alternative enterprises, responses to specific policies, etc.), which would be more amenable to predictive modelling than the more general behaviours (i.e. environmentally orientated behaviour) that formed the basis of their own work. Willock et al.’s (1999a) study was also based on a single region and therefore cannot provide an understanding of the degree to which farmers’ attitudes vary across countries, which is necessary for a comprehensive pan-European perspective.

b) Farmers’ Intentions
There is a relatively larger body of research, which is not linked to attitudes, on farmers’ intentions and future plans. Surveys of farmers’ intentions have been seen as constructive because their reliability appears robust: follow-up studies have indicated that the majority of surveyed farmers actually implemented their intended behaviour (Harvey, 2000; Thomson and Tansey, 1982; Tranter et al., 2004). In fact only Väre et al. (2005) have criticised intention-based surveys for their lack of reliability using the example of farmers’ succession plans in Finland. However, even in that case, more than 80 per cent of the respondents eventually did what they said they would do. Yet, it is recognised that intentions’ surveys provide a more useful and reliable guide for short-run decisions. Therefore longer-run plans should be analysed with care, taking into account that intentions give an idea of the general direction of farmers’ future behaviour based on their expectations rather than a precise picture of the future of the sector. 
The findings of empirical work on farmers’ intentions in the UK have been consistent. Survey work in the North of England established that farmers were reluctant to change and wished to maintain an agricultural focus (Harvey, 2000).  Similarly, Walford (2003) and Burton and Wilson (2006) both found that productivist tendencies still prevailed amongst English farmers. Government programmes to promote farm diversification have been met with a high degree of suspicion (Turner et al., 2006).
Although the 2003 CAP reform was only implemented from 2005 onwards, some analysis of farmer’s intentions regarding hypothetical decoupled policies is available. Notably Tranter et al. (2004) tried to evaluate the impact that the introduction of a buy-out bond scheme would have on European agriculture through a survey of intentions. Under this scenario, farmers would be offered a predefined buy-out payment for a limited period that would put an end to any other type of EU support. Their results showed that the majority of the farmers interviewed in the three states studied (Germany, Portugal and UK) would not alter their farming plans in response to the policy innovation. Ten case-studies of the intentions of farmers located in the French Alps were conducted by Chatellier and Delattre (2005). This research also indicated that farmers were not planning to change greatly the way in which they managed their farms as the partial decoupling implemented in France, following the 2003 CAP reform, would have a limited impact on the total amount of payments they receive. For Western France, Bougherara and Latruffe (2006) investigated the intentions of landowners, presently operators or not, to withdraw their land from production in order to maintain it in good agricultural and environmental condition and receive the SFPs. The survey conducted in 2006 showed that monetary and non-monetary aspects (such as environment education) played a key role in shaping intentions. Finally, Breen et al. (2005) investigated farmers’ intentions to adjust to the Mid-Term CAP Review in Ireland based on a survey conducted in 2003. These results were used to compare farmers’ intentions with the predicted outcomes obtained from a linear programming (LP) based model. The survey found that Irish farmers were reluctant to change, so that intentions contrasted markedly with the predictions from the LP model. As a consequence, Breen et al. (2005) argue that intentions should be incorporated into LP models as otherwise there is a danger of grossly overestimating the responses of farmers to policy reform, which has been a major problem with the predictions of mathematically based models.
While the 2003 CAP reform may not alter the payment regime in Western Europe sufficiently to alter farmers’ intentions, entry to the EU and adoption of the CAP has led to a substantial rise in support to farmers in most of the New Member States (NMS) (European Commission, 2005). How farmers in the NMS view EU agricultural policy and the nature of their behavioural intentions is thus of great importance for predicting the future agricultural structure and market balances of an enlarged EU. While there has been some research on the attitudes of key agricultural policy actors in the CEECs (Slangen et al., 2004), to date evidence on farmers’ attitudes and their behavioural intentions in the NMS has been absent.

3. Methodology 
This paper emerges out of a wider study on the effects of the 2003 CAP reform on farmer behaviour, and seeks more particularly to provide a clearer understanding of farmers’ attitudes and behavioural intentions in an enlarged Europe, which can provide valuable insights into likely responses to the reformed policy environment. Data collected allows for the comparison across five EU Member States (France, Sweden, England, Lithuania and Slovakia), that have different agri-environmental conditions and governmental stances to CAP reform. England and Sweden opted for a hybrid regionalised SFP scheme based both on past production and regional area, and France preferred historic based payments. While in England no additional coupled payments are given to farmers, in Sweden beef premia remain coupled and France chose to apply the maximum allowed recoupling for specific products (cereals, oilseed and protein crops; beef, sheep and goats). As for the NMS, they were not subject to CAP reform per se, but to CAP implementation following accession. In the NMS, the direct CAP transfers are known as Single Area Payments (SAPs), which are ex ante fully decoupled from commodity production as they are paid on a per hectare basis. According to an agreed timetable for phasing in the CAP in the NMS, the payments are lower than those received by farmers in the established Member States, but nevertheless, with a few exceptions, higher than any national support provided prior to accession. In addition to the SAPs, farmers in the NMS receive commodity coupled top-ups paid from national budgets.
Attitudes were measured through primary survey work conducted during 2005 using a stratified sub-sample of each country’s national Farm Accounting Data Network (FADN) population, or, in the case of England and France, a stratified sub-sample of specific counties and départements respectively. Farmers were asked to state the degree to which they agreed or disagreed with a set of statements, measured on 5-point Likert scales. These scales drew on previous attempts to capture the values of farmers (Crase and Maybery, 2003; Willock et al., 1999a) and were designed to fit within a cross-national TPB framework. The statements provide insights into farmers’ opinions regarding: (a) the pecuniary and non-pecuniary benefits of farming; (b) off-farm work; (c) the production of landscape and environmental goods as opposed to the traditional production of food and fibre; and (d) attitudes towards farm subsidies and income support. In addition to eliciting the personal views of farmers, data on the values of others (subjective norms) and farmers’ motivation to comply with the wishes of such close friends and family were also collected. A measure of perceived behavioural control (degree to which the farmers think that policy places too many restrictions on their own strategy) was also included. Finally, behavioural intentions concerning the likelihood of exiting farming under the reformed agricultural policy prevailing in each particular country​[2]​, life after agriculture and strategies within farming were captured. The TPB framework has been employed previously to explain specific behaviours (Saba and Vassallo, 2002) or provide a basis for grouping individuals according to their attitudes and subjective norm dimensions (Bieling, 2004; Silk et al., 2005). Given our interest in profiling groups of farmers with similarly held attitudes, the latter approach is followed.
The analysis is divided into two parts. First, descriptive statistics are presented for the whole sample regarding the distribution of the attitudinal responses for the Likert scales. Mean scores for the five countries are presented with significant differences identified using ANOVA F-tests. Secondly, groups of farmers with similarly held attitudes are identified using cluster analysis. This is to investigate whether differences in farmers’ attitudes can be discerned according to predominately national, east-west, size or other criteria.
In conducting the cluster analysis, initial investigations identified that the formation of clusters was hampered by multicollinearity amongst the variables (Hair et al., 1998). To deal with this problem, as suggested by Ketchen and Shook (1996), factor analysis was employed and the resultant factor scores for each observation used as the basis for clustering. Factor analysis defines the underlying structure in a data matrix, analysing the nature of interrelationships amongst a typically large number of variables by defining a set of common underlying dimensions (factors). Data reduction may be achieved by calculating scores for each underlying dimension and substituting them for the much larger number of original variables (Hair et al., 1998). For the factor analysis in this study, the method of principal component analysis with varimax rotation was adopted. This method assures that the obtained factors are orthogonal and therefore mitigates the problem of multicollinearity between the variables used in the cluster analysis. Factors presenting an eigenvalue greater than 0.9 were chosen, with the cut-off applied for interpretation purposes being factor loadings greater or equal to 0.5 on at least one factor. 
Cluster analysis was performed in two stages. First, a hierarchical technique was used to identify outliers and the number of clusters, and to profile the cluster centres. Then, the observations were clustered by a non-hierarchical method with the cluster centres from the hierarchical results used as the initial seed points. This combined procedure allows one to benefit from the advantages associated with hierarchical and non-hierarchical methods, while at the same time minimising the drawbacks (Punj and Stewart, 1983). The algorithm used in the hierarchical technique was Ward’s method based on squared Euclidean distances. To decide how many clusters exist, the criteria suggested by Fiegenbaum and Thomas (1993) were applied, which focus on the simultaneous analysis of the overall fit obtained within each grouping and on the improvement that is obtained in this fit with the inclusion of an additional group.​[3]​ 
To profile and validate the clusters, each is assessed in terms of structural variables and behavioural intentions that were not included as variables used to derive the clusters. This is a part of the validation process, as this helps to evaluate whether the derived clusters are meaningful (Ketchen and Shook, 1996). However, due to an absence of key variables (such as farm type and size as measured in European Size Units) in the French data, only the remaining four countries were included in the cluster analysis. 

4. Data Set
Data were collected through face to face interviews, except in Sweden where a postal and telephone survey were conducted.​[4]​ Data collection occurred between February and December 2005 in all countries. Table 1 presents for each country the type of survey conducted and the size of the sample. Matching FADN data were also provided for each individual farm in the study.​[5]​ The set of matching FADN data available for France is however incomplete and, for example, does not include Less Favoured Area (LFA) status, size in European Size Units (ESU) and the Type of Farming (TF).​[6]​
The representativeness of the sample was analysed on a country by country basis. As previously mentioned, in both England and France the sample does not cover the whole territory as data collection had to be negotiated through regional data-collecting centres. This leads to some bias in the geographical dispersion of farms. In France, the regions covered are scattered across the country and cover a diversity of situations including: intensive crop production in the Bassin Parisien, intensive livestock production in Brittany and the more extensive farms of the Massif Central. However, farmers operating under the more difficult agri-environmental conditions of the Pyrenees and the Alps are absent from the sample. Compared to the national average, the farms in the sample are large (which may be partially due to the bias against mountainous areas). In England, the regions that participated in data collection were much larger and, therefore, despite the partial coverage of the country, bias is limited. In terms of TF and ESU, the English sample is fairly representative.
In the three remaining countries, i.e. Sweden, Lithuania and Slovakia the samples are not limited to specific regions. The Swedish sample constitutes a good representation of the country in terms of TF and ESU with larger farms (ESU greater than 40) and dairy farms being slightly over-represented. In Lithuania and Slovakia a great number of small farms exist which do not comply with the EU definitions of a commercial farm. As the survey was linked to FADN data, in order to benefit from farm management records, non-commercial farms are not included and therefore the samples for these two countries are by construction biased towards larger farms. However, comparing the sample interviewed to the total FADN sample (i.e. commercial farms only), the Lithuanian sample is representative in terms of the spread of farm sizes, but crop producers are slightly over-represented compared to livestock. There is no bias in the Slovakian sample in terms of TF or ESU.​[7]​

5. Analysis of Data
a)	Descriptive Statistics on Farmers’ Attitudes
Tables 2 and 3 present the distribution of responses for each Likert Scale item for the whole sample and the mean scores for each country respectively. Table 2 reveals that the majority of farmers strongly oppose policy liberalisation (in terms of the loss of price support, income support and subsidies related to the production of environmental goods). On these measures, less than 20 per cent agree or strongly agree with notions of policy liberalisation, with the greatest support being for subsidies linked to the production of environmental goods. The majority of farmers are pessimistic about their ability to make sufficient profits without policy support. 
The agricultural focus of farmers is strong. Fifty eight per cent strongly agree with the notion that “farmers should not have to work off-farm to sustain their farming activities”. Slightly more than two thirds of the sample agree or strongly agree with the statement that “farm land should be fully used for agricultural production”. There is greater disagreement surrounding the values of friends and family, particularly concerning their views on what farmers do and whether CAP support should help farmers to stay in the sector. While the subjective norms are fairly varied, motivation to comply with the wishes of close friends and family is reasonably strong: just less than 70 per cent agree or strongly agree with the statement that “when making key decisions about the farm, I consult close family and friends”. Keeping the farm running for a successor(s) is a major motive for farmers to stay in the sector. There is however a high degree of dispersion in responses to the possibility of employment diversification: 26, 19, 21, 15 and 20 per cent strongly disagree, disagree, neither agree nor disagree, agree and strongly agree respectively with the statement “I can easily find a job off-farm or increase the number of hours I work off-farm”.
The mean scores for each of the five point Likert scales by country as well as the overall sample mean are reported in Table 3. To check for significant differences between countries, ANOVA F-test scores are reported for a comparison (a) of the five countries​[8]​, (b) between established and new Member States. Significant differences are uncovered amongst countries for all of the Likert scales and between the established and new Member States on the majority of items. Overall, the NMS (Lithuania and Slovakia) are most strident in their opposition to policy liberalisation. Farmers in these two countries also record the highest mean scores for agreeing that “farm land should be fully used for agricultural production” and that “farmers should produce landscape and environmental goods” (Table 3). The French sample, somewhat surprisingly registers the highest support for policy liberalisation, although it must be acknowledged that even in this group the majority rejects such a notion. 
There is no clear disparity between new and established Member States regarding the ease of employment diversification: overall Slovak farmers are the most optimistic about finding off-farm work and farmers in England and Lithuania the most pessimistic. There is also a significant difference between Lithuania and Slovakia regarding whether farmers should have to work off-farm to sustain their farming activities. Farmers in Slovakia strongly reject this assertion in contrast to Lithuania which records the lowest mean score for agreement with the statement that “farmers should not have to work off-farm to sustain their farming activities”. This divergence may stem from the differences in mean farm sizes between the two states. 
While national differences are interesting to report, it is important to investigate whether nationality is the most important factor in distinguishing groups of farmers with similarly held attitudes. This is investigated in the next sub-section, through the application of factor and cluster analysis.

b)	Cluster Analysis
Two tests were applied to assess the validity of the factor analysis. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkim measure of sampling adequacy (Kaiser, 1970) is 0.61, indicating that the data matrix has sufficient correlation to justify the application of factor analysis. Bartlett’s test of sphericity is large and statistically significant at the 1 per cent level, therefore the hypothesis that the correlation matrix is the identity matrix can be rejected. These measures indicate that the set of variables is appropriate for factor analysis. 
A nine-factor solution is adopted, choosing the factors that present an eigenvalue greater than 0.9 (Table 4). This solution explains 72 per cent of the total variance in the data set, which is satisfactory (Hair et al., 1998).  The first factor is associated with agricultural focus, as it relates to the statements “farmers should only produce food and fibres”, “farmers should not have to work off-farm to sustain their farming activities” and similar statements relating to friends and family’s views on these matters. The second factor relates to agricultural policy support, as the main loadings are for statements concerning whether farmers should receive commodity support, subsidies for the production of environmental goods and income support.  The third factor is associated with motivation to comply with the values of others (“when making key decisions about the farm, I consult other members of my family and close friends” and “my family and friends’ views come first”).  Factor 4 can be interpreted as a measure of family and friends’ views on agricultural policy (highest loadings for the statements “friends and family think that CAP support should help producers to maintain their farming activities” and “friends and family think that farmers produce landscape and environmental goods”).  Factor 5 is related to a statement about lifestyle (“farming is a more rewarding job in terms of quality of life, independence, lifestyle, than it is in terms of money”). Factor 6 relates to attitudes to the market (“a good farmer is a competitive producer of goods sold on the free market” and “my farming abilities will allow me to maintain an adequate profit level, whatever the European agricultural policy in place”). The last three factors relate to environmental orientation (“farmers should produce landscape and environmental goods”), locus of control (“the CAP system of subsidies imposes too many restrictions on my plans for the future of my farming activities”) and employment diversification (“I can easily find a job off-farm or increase the number of hours I work off-farm”).
These factors form the basis of the cluster analysis. Using the criteria outlined in the methodology section, a five-cluster solution was obtained. Table 5 profiles the clusters presenting the mean values for each of the variables included in the factor analysis. It also displays the results for the analysis of variance (ANOVA), conducted in order to check the statistical significance of differences between clusters. 
As discussed above, a set of variables excluded from the cluster analysis and related to demographic and structural characteristics is used to help profile and validate the clusters (Tables 6 to 8). These include size as measured in ESUs, farm type, location in a LFA, employment history (years worked in farming, years spent managing a farm and years worked off-farm in manual or office work), household composition (number of household members aged under 18 and over 18), age of farmer and educational attainment proxied by the number of years in education. Table 9 details the behavioural intentions of each cluster. More specifically, behavioural intentions are assessed in terms of the proposed date of exit from agriculture (split into three time periods: within 5 years, between 5 and 10 years or after 10 years), planned activities after farming (e.g. retirement, engagement in off-farm work), plans for the farm after exiting the sector (e.g. pass on to successor, rent out land, etc.) and expectations for farming activities before the cessation of own farming (which has been divided into three options: farm the same, increased and decreased land area).
There are significant differences between the clusters in terms of the time period in which farmers expect to leave agriculture, their proposed occupational status after exiting farming and their plans whilst they remain in agriculture (Table 9). There are however no significant differences between the clusters in terms of the share of cluster membership who plan to pass their farm on to a successor, to sell, or rent out land after their own exit from agriculture. Similarly, there are no significant differences between the clusters in terms of the age of the respondent, number of years worked off-farm in manual work or household size (Table 6). This suggests that theories claiming that differences in attitudes to policy are primarily related to age might be misplaced.
The derived clusters are first described based on the variables included in the analysis. The description is then refined based on the structural and demographic variables presented in the previous paragraph together with intentions, which improves the profiling and validation of  each cluster.

Cluster 1 – “Independents” 
This cluster is distinguished by significantly higher scores than other clusters for agreement with the statements that “farmers should not receive any commodity price support”, “farmers should not receive any subsidies related to environmental goods production” and “farmers should not receive any income support”. While farmers in the overall sample, on average, disagree with these statements, farmers in Cluster 1 neither agree nor disagree with them. This group also has slightly above average scores for the beliefs that “the CAP imposes too many restrictions on their future farming plans” and that “they can easily find a job off-farm or increase the number of hours they work off-farm”. 
Based on Tables 6 to 8, the profile of the group can be described further. In this cluster farmers from the NMS are significantly under-represented with 99 out of 148 members being Swedish. This group has above average sized farms, is significantly less likely to be located in a LFA and has the highest rate of membership of a farmers’ union. This cluster has the highest mean number of years spent working in farming and number of years spent managing a farm despite having an average age close to the sample mean. Farmers in this group have also spent less time in formal education. One explanation for their relative indifference to the policy context and in particular to the existence of support could be that this cluster has the largest share of farmers operating in sectors that enjoy ‘light’ CAP support. Nearly 59 per cent of the farmers in the total sample that can be classified as specialist granivores (i.e. pigs and poultry, which receive little assistance from the CAP) are members of this cluster. Table 9 indicates that this cluster contains the highest proportion of respondents that are considering exiting farming within ten years. The vast majority of these farmers will retire at the normal age (71 per cent) with less than 20 per cent expecting to seek other gainful activities after they have ceased farming. The majority (57.7 per cent) will pass on their farm to a successor but a relatively high proportion intends to abandon land (5.8 per cent). Before exiting the sector, the majority (61.3 per cent) will not alter the amount of land they farm although compared to other clusters, a relatively high share are looking to downsize their farming operations (13.1 per cent). The intentions of the majority of this cluster, namely to remain in agriculture with a constant farm size until retirement, corresponds to the findings of previous intentions studies in Western Europe (Chatellier and Delattre, 2005; Harvey, 2000; Thomson and Tansey, 1982).

Cluster 2 – “Pessimists”
This group is distinguished by having the lowest mean scores for agreement with the statement “my farming abilities will allow me to maintain an adequate profit level, whatever the European agricultural policy in place”. Farmers in this group also express the strongest disagreement with the statements “farmers should only produce food and fibres” and “I can easily find a job off-farm or increase the number of hours I work off-farm”, and appear to be trading-off the most between the monetary and non-monetary benefits of farming (the strongest agreement with “farming is a more rewarding job in terms of quality of life, independence, lifestyle, than it is in terms of money”). It is therefore a group recognising its dependency on support and limited non-agricultural skills. They also doubt their ability to find work in other sectors. Farmers in this group may be described as pessimists as they judge their adjustment abilities as quite low.
The validation based on Tables 6 to 8 highlights important distinguishing features for this cluster. It has the least experience of working off-farm in office jobs and a relatively low number of years in formal education. Almost one half are located in a LFA and 45 per cent are based in England. When considering farm type, 45 per cent can be classified as sheep, goats and other grazing livestock farms. These farms are heavily dependent on the CAP for their viability, with farmers seeing few opportunities outside of agriculture. Their low level of formal education limits the opportunities for off-farm work. Regarding their plans as to when they will exit agriculture, Cluster 2 is close to the mean for the overall sample with 54.5 per cent expecting to leave after 10 or more years and few willing to take early retirement (6.8 per cent). Hardly any expect to work outside of agriculture in the future and this may reflect their lack of experience of off-farm employment. The picture of both a reluctance and inability to change, painted by Harvey (2000), of farmers in northern England is evident in this cluster: this group has the highest proportion of farmers that expect their farm size to be unchanged until they exit the sector (70.7 per cent). Few have plans for expansion and in fact this cluster has the lowest proportion of farmers who are looking to expand (19.4 per cent).

Cluster 3 – “Protectionists, with a focus on primary agricultural production”
This group is close to the sample mean for most of the Likert scales. Farmers in this cluster reject policy liberalisation and believe that farmers should concentrate on primary production. They also feel that their friends and family share similar views regarding the need for an agricultural focus and a disdain for employment diversification. The cluster consults close friends and family when making decisions and respondents have a high motivation to comply with the views of those closest to them. One distinguishing feature of the cluster’s farmers is their weak regard for environmental goods as evidenced by having the lowest mean scores for the statements “farmers should produce landscape and environmental goods” and “friends and family think that farmers produce landscape and environmental goods”. Farmers in this cluster also express the weakest agreement with the statements “a good farmer is a competitive producer of goods sold on the free market” and “farming is a more rewarding job in terms of quality of life, independence, lifestyle, than it is in terms of money”. This is therefore a group more interested in the monetary benefits of farming, opposed to the liberalisation of agricultural policies, have a weak regard for environmental goods and are wary of competition and a free-market. 
The cluster embraces a mixture of farm types and countries, although 48 out of 146 farmers in the group are Lithuanian. As with their attitudes, the behavioural intentions of Cluster 3 are similar to the averages for the overall sample. The majority (52.6 per cent) expect to remain in agriculture for at least another 10 years and farm the same land area before they cease farming (59.4 per cent). However, compared to other clusters, the proportion of farmers seeking to increase their farm size in the future is high. The majority will retire at the normal age (54.7 per cent) although a relatively high proportion (15.3 per cent) expect to engage in manual work after exiting agriculture. Overall, their disposition to an agricultural focus and disdain for diversification is reflected in their behavioural intentions.

Cluster 4 – “Protectionists with a multifunctional focus”
This group strongly rejects notions of policy liberalisation, and judges that friends and family also strongly agree with the statement that “CAP support should help maintain their farming activities”. This group believes that “farmers should produce landscape and environmental goods” and embraces notions of multifunctional agriculture where farmers provide a range of goods, which should be supported by the state. As a result, the cluster registers a relatively low score for agreement with the statement that “farmers should only produce food and fibre”. Farmers in this group are also warmer to the notion of pluriactivity, having the lowest agreement with the statement that “farmers should not have to work off-farm to sustain their farming activities”.
From Tables 6 to 8, it is evident that this group is comprised of farmers from a mixture of farm types but is weighted against England and Slovakia. Demographic and structural characteristics are close to the means for the sample. Cluster 4 has little intention to change their farming operations in future: 63.9 per cent expect to farm the same land area up to the point that they exit. A small majority expect to pass their farm on to a successor, although only 29.5 per cent have identified a successor, and most will retire at the normal age. However, compared to other clusters, in this group a higher share of farmers is planning to take early retirement or work off-farm after exiting agriculture. The proportion of farmers planning to decrease the size of their farm is also higher than the sample average.

Cluster 5 –“Enthusiastic New Entrants”
Regarding attitudes, this group strongly believes that farmers should concentrate on agriculture and “not have to work off-farm to sustain their farming activities”. They reject notions that farmers should not receive policy support and strongly endorse the view that farmers should produce landscape and environmental goods.  Farmers in this cluster express the weakest agreement with the idea that the CAP imposes too many restrictions on their future plans.
Using Tables 6 to 8 to better profile the cluster’s members, it is evident that farmers from the NMS make up 86 per cent of this cluster, with the majority of the group coming from Slovakia. This group has been involved in agriculture for significantly fewer years than other clusters with the mean number of years for having managed a farm being only 12.5. This suggests that many of the farmers in this cluster gained from land reform during the period of transition. Members of this cluster have on average spent 10 years working off-farm in office positions. This is a pronounced feature of most NMS, where after the start of the economic reforms many white collar employees found themselves unemployed. Once they gained access to land as a result of the land reform, these individuals started their own farms.
The majority of farms in this cluster are engaged in arable production. This cluster has the most expansionist future plans: 44.4 per cent expect to increase their farmed area and only 4 per cent anticipate that they will reduce their farm’s size. Few are also expecting to leave agriculture within 10 years. These expansionist tendencies may reflect the growth in protection and support to farmers that has been witnessed in the NMS as a result of accession to the EU. It appears that it is the relatively new entrants to farming who are seeking to exploit the opportunities of enlargement, rather than the farmers with a longer tradition of engagement in agriculture who predominate in Cluster 4. When members of Cluster 5 do leave agriculture, a relatively high share (27.6 per cent) expect to enter office-based work. This may again be linked to this group having more extensive non-manual employment experience outside of agriculture. As a result of these plans for non-agricultural gainful activities, only 51 per cent expect to either retire at the normal age or take early retirement.
To summarise, the cluster analysis provides a basis for constructing a typology of farmers with similarly held attitudes. Each group has diverging demographic and socio-economic characteristics. Important differences in attitudes, which are linked to varying behavioural intentions, are apparent. In particular, the groups with the strongest productivist mindset (Clusters 3 and 5, which are characterised by a greater focus on the production of food and fibre) are also the most likely to increase the size of their farm. Furthermore our typology suggests that a simple binary division of farmers, between those in the new and established Member States, is unhelpful.

6. Conclusions
This paper attempts to investigate whether there are significant differences in farmers’ attitudes to agriculture and policy support amongst the EU Member States in general and between the established and new Member States in particular. Groups of farmers with similarly held attitudes, using Ajzen’s (1991) TPB as a theoretical basis, are identified employing factor and cluster analysis. Each cluster is scrutinised and validated in terms of the nationality, demographic characteristics, farm size and structure of its members, and according to behavioural intentions.
There are five important policy insights resulting from the analysis. First, Burton and Wilson’s (2006) conclusion based on their study of farmers’ attitudes in Bedfordshire (UK), that most perceive themselves as ‘someone who, first and foremost, produces food (and to a lesser extent fibre) with the aim to maximise food production’ (p.110), is replicated in other European states. Overwhelmingly, farmers still possess a productivist mindset and reject the notion that they could be competitive without policy support. Farmers in all states surveyed express preferences for the full utilisation of agricultural land for agricultural production and concentrating on farming. As the groups of farmers with the most productivist attitudes (Clusters 3 and 5) are more likely to seek to expand their farm, it is probable that any structural change, leading to a smaller number of larger farms, will strengthen the dominance of productivist tendencies. 
Second, the majority of farmers believe that the survival of their farms depends on policy support. Fewer than 1 in 5 farmers agree or strongly agree with the notion that their farming skills will allow them to maintain an adequate level of profit whatever the design of European policies. At the same time, half of the respondents think that the CAP imposes restrictions on their future farming plans. So, it appears that farmers rely on policy support although a large proportion of them realise that this support might be conditional on some restrictions on their farming activities. A high proportion of the small number of farmers who endorse policy liberalisation operate in sectors that traditionally receive little CAP support (pigs and poultry).
Third, the often advocated strategy of diversification and development of multiple income sources still creates difficulties for a substantial proportion of European farmers.  This is due to a mix of beliefs that farmers should produce food and fibre, and a lack of appropriate skills and off-farm opportunities. More than 40 per cent of the respondents do not think they can easily find a job off-farm or increase the number of hours devoted to off-farm work. This emphasises once again the limitations of rural development policies that are focused solely on the farming community (Chaplin et al., 2004). Farmers are unlikely to create a significant number of new jobs through the pursuit of enterprise diversification, which is an infeasible option for many, and their own future prosperity depends on the availability of work in the non-farm rural economy. Upland grassland farmers in England are the most pessimistic about their ability to adapt.
Fourth, although the overwhelming majority advocate protection, farmers are more flexible in terms of the instruments through which the policy support might be delivered. One of the positive messages emerging from this research is that the majority of respondents agree with the need for farmers to produce attractive landscapes and positive environmental externalities, and be paid for this. The non-pecuniary benefits of farming also feature prominently. The latter may be crucial for understanding why farmers’ responses to policy reforms have been rather modest or at least more modest than expected on the basis of LP models.
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Table 1: Data available: survey and FADN
Country	Starting date for data collection	Type of survey	Sample size
England	June 2005	Face to face	153
France	November 2005	Face to face	281
Sweden	March 2005	PostalPhone	344+40
Lithuania	April 2005	Face to face	220




Table 2: Distribution of Responses for Likert Scales (from 1= strongly disagree, to 5 = strongly agree); Share of farmers (%)
Attitudinal Statement	Strongly disagree (1)	Disagree (2)	Neither agree nor disagree (3)	Agree (4)	Strongly agree (5)
Attitudes to the Market	 	 	 	 	 
A good farmer is a competitive producer of goods sold on the free market	12.9	8.8	19.6	24.3	34.4
My farming abilities will allow me to maintain an adequate profit, whatever is European agricultural policy 	34.9	20.7	25.0	12.1	7.3
Policy Support	 	 	 	 	 
Farmers should not receive any commodity price support	46.8	16.7	16.9	9.3	10.3
Farmers should not receive any subsidies related to environmental goods production	55.1	18.6	14.2	7.5	4.5
Farmers should not receive any income support	49.1	15.2	15.8	7.0	12.9
Agricultural Focus	 	 	 	 	 
Farmers should only produce food and fibres	17.0	17.4	22.8	15.8	27.0
Farmers should not have to work off-farm to sustain their farming activities	9.6	8.6	11.6	12.2	58.0
Farm land should be fully used for agricultural production	5.2	9.5	18.5	19.2	47.6
Farmers should produce landscape and environmental goods	4.2	8.7	25.8	29.7	31.6
Farming is a more rewarding job in terms of quality of life, independence, lifestyle, than it is in terms of money	4.8	9.3	22.4	25.9	37.7
Subjective Norms on Agricultural Focus	 	 	 	 	 
Friends and family think that farmers produce only agricultural commodities	5.6	11.8	21.1	25.2	36.2
Friends and family think that farmers produce landscape and environmental goods	13.6	23.8	26.5	21.4	14.7
Friends and family think that CAP support should help producers to maintain farming 	15.3	17.2	24.9	21.1	21.6
Friends and family think that farmers should not take off-farm jobs or embrace new careers. They should concentrate on farming	13.7	15.7	27.8	19.0	23.8
Motivation to Comply	 	 	 	 	 
When making key decisions about the farm, I consult close family and friends	11.9	9.3	12.1	26.9	39.9
My family and friends' views come first	13.7	14.0	26.0	20.8	25.4
Employment Diversification	 	 	 	 	 
I can easily find a job off-farm or increase the number of hours I work off-farm	26.0	18.8	20.5	14.7	20.1
Locus of Control	 	 	 	 	 
The CAP system of subsidies imposes too many restrictions on my future farming plans 	10.5	13.0	25.8	21.9	28.8




Table 3: Descriptive Statistics of Mean Scores on Likert Scales by Country (from 1= strongly disagree, to 5 = strongly agree)
Attitudinal Statement	Mean ENG	Mean FRA	Mean SWE	Mean LITH	Mean SVK	Total sample Mean	5 country F-test	New MS vs. old MS F-test
Attitudes to the Market								
A good farmer is a competitive producer of goods sold on the free market	3.83	2.51	3.75	4.27	3.92	3.59	77.1***	91.8***
My farming abilities will allow me to maintain an adequate profit level, whatever the European agricultural policy in place	1.95	2.51	2.11	2.90	2.37	2.36	19.5***	34.9***
Policy Support								
Farmers should not receive any commodity price support	2.59	2.82	2.41	1.35	1.36	2.20	67.0***	247.5***
Farmers should not receive any subsidies related to environmental goods production	2.01	2.10	2.17	1.44	1.25	1.88	29.9***	114.6***
Farmers should not receive any income support	2.08	2.90	2.31	1.23	2.10	2.19	49.5***	104.3***
Agricultural Focus								
Farmers should only produce food and fibres	2.54	4.34	2.67	2.79	3.52	3.18	93.4***	2.1
Farmers should not have to work off-farm to sustain their farming activities	4.00	4.46	3.96	2.97	4.75	4.00	58.9***	25.8***
Farm land should be fully used for agricultural production	3.61	4.10	3.80	4.02	4.25	3.95	8.1***	10.5***
Farmers should produce landscape and environmental goods	3.32	4.31	3.22	3.99	4.16	3.76	63.1***	40.6***
Farming is a more rewarding job in terms of quality of life, independence, lifestyle, than it is in terms of money	4.12	4.06	3.76	3.25	4.08	3.83	21.9***	21.9***
Subjective Norms on Agricultural Focus								
Friends and family think that farmers produce only agricultural commodities	3.48	4.21	3.45	3.53	4.09	3.75	23.4***	0.1
Friends and family think that farmers produce landscape and environmental goods	2.92	2.71	3.00	3.12	3.43	3.00	9.2***	22.0***
Friends and family think that CAP support should help producers to maintain farming 	2.99	2.57	3.09	3.74	3.76	3.16	35.5***	113.1***
Friends and family think that farmers should not take off-farm jobs or embrace new careers. They should concentrate on farming	2.95	3.65	2.89	2.94	3.93	3.23	29.3***	4.0**
Motivation to Comply								
When making key decisions about the farm, I consult close family and friends	4.03	2.93	3.96	4.04	3.99	3.74	36.2***	23.9***
My family and friends' views come first	3.44	3.04	3.45	3.73	2.73	3.30	17.4***	0.0
Employment Diversification								
I can easily find a job off-farm or increase the number of hours I work off-farm	2.53	2.85	2.94	2.55	3.33	2.84	8.9***	0.2
Locus of Control								
The CAP system of subsidies imposes too many restrictions on my future farming plans 	3.16	3.90	3.55	3.57	2.55	3.45	32.7***	30.3***
I have to keep my farm running (to secure succession or for other reasons)	3.09	4.79	2.61	3.94	4.76	3.72	180.4***	80.0***
** Statistically significant at 5% level; *** statistically significant at 1% level.	MS: Member State


Table 4: Factor loadings (Rotated Component Matrix)1
	1	2	3	4	5	6	7	8	9
Friends and family think that farmers should not take off-farm jobs or embrace new careers. They should concentrate on farming	0.726	0.006	0.017	0.164	-0.076	-0.156	-0.037	-0.186	0.083
Farmers should only produce food and fibres	0.697	0.027	0.019	0.195	0.051	0.081	-0.004	0.184	-0.162
Friends and family think that farmers produce only agricultural commodities	0.662	-0.026	0.118	-0.308	0.070	0.217	0.084	0.018	0.075
Farmers should not have to work off-farm to sustain their farming activities	0.559	0.064	-0.135	0.006	0.461	-0.200	-0.038	0.027	0.005
Farmers should not receive any commodity price support	-0.148	0.761	0.041	-0.094	0.019	-0.015	-0.024	0.026	0.011
Farmers should not receive any subsidies related to environmental goods production	0.077	0.733	-0.003	-0.043	-0.072	-0.070	-0.228	0.189	-0.125
Farmers should not receive any income support	0.136	0.732	-0.057	-0.011	0.111	0.022	0.010	-0.162	0.124
When making key decisions about the farm, I consult other members of my family and close friends	0.077	-0.012	0.843	-0.014	0.056	-0.032	0.169	0.010	0.020
My family and friends' views come first	-0.026	0.001	0.851	0.070	-0.035	0.080	-0.136	0.079	-0.068
Friends and family think that CAP support should help producers to maintain their farming activities	0.207	-0.168	-0.027	0.764	-0.166	0.139	-0.111	-0.068	-0.041
Friends and family think that farmers produce landscape and environmental goods	-0.057	-0.009	0.118	0.763	0.234	-0.004	0.325	0.051	0.053
Farming is a more rewarding job in terms of quality of life, independence, lifestyle, than it is in terms of money	0.070	0.071	0.067	0.034	0.847	0.099	-0.007	-0.105	0.068
A good farmer is a competitive producer of goods sold on the free market	-0.020	-0.113	0.009	0.063	0.137	0.869	0.033	0.007	-0.058
My farming abilities will allow me to maintain an adequate profit level, Whatever the European agricultural policy in place	0.034	0.159	0.072	0.085	-0.441	0.575	0.147	-0.121	0.220
Farmers should produce landscape and environmental goods	0.012	-0.180	0.022	0.096	-0.054	0.095	0.918	-0.010	-0.003
The CAP system of subsidies imposes too many restrictions on my plans for the future of my farming activities	0.020	0.023	0.083	-0.017	-0.074	-0.041	-0.009	0.944	0.023
I can easily find a job off-farm or increase the number of hours I work off-farm	-0.009	0.017	-0.046	-0.001	0.039	0.021	0.000	0.022	0.962




Table 5: Mean scores for Likert Scales by Cluster and for the whole sample
	Cluster 1	Cluster 2	Cluster 3	Cluster 4	Cluster 5	All	F-test
Number of farms	148	196	146	150	153	793	
Share of the total sample (%)	18.7	24.7	18.4	18.9	19.3	100.0	
Mean scores for Liker scales (from 1= strongly disagree, to 5 = strongly agree)							
Friends and family think that farmers should not take off-farm jobs or embrace new careers. They should concentrate on farming.	3.12	2.51	3.48	2.33	4.28	3.11	76.4***
Farmers should only produce food and fibres.	3.01	2.35	2.95	2.43	3.58	2.83	25.5***
Friends and family think that farmers produce only agricultural commodities.	3.70	3.59	3.56	2.78	4.41	3.61	42.1***
Farmers should not have to work off-farm to sustain their farming activities.	3.94	3.90	3.82	3.10	4.38	3.83	16.4***
Farmers should not receive any commodity price support.	3.36	2.02	1.71	1.52	1.24	1.97	110.4***
Farmers should not receive any subsidies related to environmental goods production.	3.07	1.55	1.94	1.23	1.18	1.77	124.5***
Farmers should not receive any income support.	3.32	1.78	1.63	1.37	1.78	1.96	75.9***
When making key decisions about the farm, I consult other members of my family and close friends.	3.80	4.33	4.12	3.75	3.99	4.02	7.4***
My family and friends' views come first.	3.30	3.50	3.99	3.26	2.93	3.40	15.5***
Friends and family think that CAP support should help producers to maintain their farming activities.	3.18	2.30	3.62	4.08	3.93	3.36	77.2***
Friends and family think that farmers produce landscape and environmental goods.	3.03	2.73	2.40	3.94	3.42	3.09	45.8***
Farming is a more rewarding job in terms of quality of life, independence, lifestyle, than it is in terms of money.	3.76	4.14	3.25	3.77	3.72	3.75	12.7***
A good farmer is a competitive producer of goods sold on the free market.	4.02	3.78	3.58	4.21	4.16	3.94	9.3***
My farming abilities will allow me to maintain an adequate profit level, whatever the European agricultural policy in place.	2.85	1.80	2.16	2.35	2.62	2.33	21.4***
Farmers should produce landscape and environmental goods.	3.32	3.90	2.25	4.03	4.40	3.61	144.6***
The CAP system of subsidies imposes too many restrictions on my plans for the future of my farming activities.	3.49	3.06	3.47	3.73	2.68	3.27	18.4***
I can easily find a job off-farm or increase the number of hours I work off-farm.	3.11	2.31	2.49	3.29	3.11	2.83	16.6***
							





Table 6: Profile of Clusters According to Demographic / Structural Variables External to the Cluster Analysis
	Cluster 1	Cluster 2	Cluster 3	Cluster 4	Cluster 5	All	F-test
Number of farms	148	196	146	150	153	793	
Share of the total panel (%)	18.7	24.7	18.4	18.9	19.3	100.0	
Means							
Number of years in education	12.4	12.7	12.8	14.2	15.7	13.5	14.8***
Age (years)	53.8	53.4	52.1	51.9	52.1	52.7	1.1
Number of years worked in farming	32.1	30.0	25.3	22.9	19.3	26.1	23.8***
Number of years managing a farm	23.1	19.8	19.2	17.1	12.5	18.4	22.6***
Number of years worked off-farm doing manual work	4.5	4.9	5.7	4.2	3.9	4.6	0.8
Number of years worked off-farm doing office work	2.7	2.3	3.7	6.0	10.1	4.9	19.6***
Number of household members aged under 18	0.8	1.0	1.0	1.0	0.9	0.9	1.1
Number of household members aged over 18	2.1	2.2	2.3	2.2	2.4	2.2	2.0*
European Size Units (ESU)	6.7	5.8	5.8	5.8	6.1	6.0	4.5***
Share of Farms							2-test
Located in a Less Favoured Area (LFA) (%)	32.0	49.0	48.6	45.3	62.1	47.6	27.8***
Identified successor (%)	23.1	23.0	32.9	29.5	40.8	29.5	22.4***
Member of a farmers’ union (%)	87.1	84.2	72.4	75.7	77.8	79.7	14.0***
*** Statistically significant at 1% level.





Table 7: Distribution of Cluster Members by Country
 	Cluster 1	Cluster 2	Cluster 3	Cluster 4	Cluster  5	Total








Table 8: Distribution of Cluster Members by Farm Type
 	Cluster 1	Cluster 2	Cluster 3	Cluster 4	Cluster  5	Total
 	Number	% of cluster member-ship	Number	% of cluster member-ship	Number	% of cluster member-ship	Number	% of cluster member-ship	Number	% of cluster member-ship	Number
Specialist cereals, oilseeds and protein crops	29	19.7	43	22.2	31	21.2	44	29.3	59	38.6	206
General field cropping	21	14.3	23	11.9	24	16.4	26	17.3	32	20.9	126
Specialist dairying and cattle-dairying	55	37.4	64	33.0	46	31.5	34	22.7	24	15.7	223
Sheep, goats and other grazing livestock	5	3.4	25	12.9	10	6.8	8	5.3	7	4.6	55










Table 9: Behavioural Intentions, by Cluster
	% of each cluster	Mean in total sample	
	1	2	3	4	5		X2-test
Intention to leave farming							15.714**
   Leave within 5 years	27.7	19.0	23.4	18.8	15.9	20.8	
   Leave within 5 and 10 years	27.0	26.5	24.1	22.2	17.4	23.6	
   Leave after 10 years	45.4	54.5	52.6	59.0	66.7	55.5	
Activity after farming							67.286***
   Take early retirement	7.1	6.8	5.8	9.6	10.3	7.9	
   Retire at normal age	71.4	65.3	54.7	46.6	40.7	56.2	
   Engage in off-farm manual work	5.7	6.8	15.3	13.0	12.4	10.4	
   Engage in off-farm non-manual work	8.6	7.9	12.4	24.0	27.6	15.7	
   Other	7.1	13.2	11.7	6.8	9.0	9.8	
Proposed actions when cease farming							
   Pass on farm to successor	57.7	59.8	46.2	51.1	56.6	54.7	7.087
   Sell or cease renting land	21.1	27.6	29.7	26.0	24.1	25.7	3.045
   Rent out land	16.1	14.5	24.2	23.1	20.7	19.4	7.029
   Abandon land	5.8	3.9	0.8	2.2	0.7	2.8	10.179**
Plans before cessation of farming							
   Farm same land area before cessation	61.3	70.7	59.4	63.9	49.0	61.4	17.355***
   Farm increased land area	25.5	19.4	31.9	25.9	44.4	28.9	28.025***
   Farm smaller land area	13.1	7.9	9.4	9.5	4.0	8.6	8.071*















^1	  The research does not cover the whole United Kingdom, as the implementation of the 2003 CAP reform has not been uniform. Scotland and Wales have adopted an historic model (support based on farmers’ past payments), whereas England opted for a hybrid method with a SFP based on a combination of historic and area calculations. Northern Ireland has chosen a ‘static vertical hybrid model’ combining basic flat rate payments with top-ups based on historical support.
^2	  For England, farmers’ behavioural intentions were collected in the context of regional flat-rate payments only without a historical component. 
^3	  These criteria are: (a) the percentage of intra-group variance, explained with the obtained grouping, being higher than a minimum percentage which was set at 50 per cent, and (b) that the percentage increase in the explanation of the intra-group variance, obtained with the inclusion of an additional group, does not exceed 5 per cent. Thus, the number of groups that exist will be determined when the two conditions are satisfied simultaneously.
^4	  The Swedish telephone interviews were, however, conducted with a small sample and only covered part of the questionnaire.
^5	  For all countries, survey data were collected by FADN agencies which returned responses to the researchers with each farm's appropriate FADN code, so that survey returns could be matched with FADN records. The names and addresses of farmers were not disclosed to researchers.
^6	  In all countries farmers specialised in permanent crops or horticulture were excluded from the sample as they are not directly affected by the 2003 CAP reform.
^7	  Individual farms only were surveyed in all countries. Corporate farms in the NMS were not considered, as decisions are taken by more than one person (management and director boards).
^8	  A comparison of all five countries is presented here rather than a pair-wise analysis, as the analysis is not concerned with differences between individual countries per se but rather with the disparities existing across the overall group of states.
